This paper uses the 2008 Americas Barometer survey data from 22 countries to explore the factors that shape Latin American attitudes about the role of the state in reducing inequality. Using multilevel analysis to properly model both the individualand country-level predictors of these attitudes, we find that traditional explanations of public attitudes about government's redistributive role also carry weight in Latin America. Economic evaluations, personal wealth, trust in government, and assessments of government performance are each associated in predictable ways with attitudes about redistribution. But the analysis also identifies factors that have been overlooked in previous research on the state's role in combating inequality, which has been primarily conducted in the context of the developed world. Namely, we find that Latin Americans appropriately view crime and inequality as interrelated, and as their perceptions of crime as a problem increase so does their support for government efforts to reduce inequality. This relationship is particularly important in poorer countries where inequality and poverty are widespread social ills. The analysis suggests that in the Latin American context it is appropriate to view pursuing anticrime and anti-inequality policies as compatible rather than competing goals.
Introduction
In order to have a full understanding of how societies address issues of poverty and inequality, it is important to understand public attitudes toward government redistribution. Redistributive policy programs, after all, are one of the central weapons that governments can wield against poverty and inequality. How citizens view these policies and how they assess the appropriateness of state activities to combat these social ills can either constrain or motivate additional public policies that target the reduction of inequality. Societies in which citizens favor state intervention to reduce inequality are more likely to pursue such policies, and if governments have the capacity but do not pursue the pro-poor policies the people favor, they can be appropriately scrutinized for this failure. The goal of this paper is to expand our knowledge of public opinion regarding redistribution in the developing world.
While studies of public opinion toward redistribution generally and welfare programs specifically are prevalent in the developed world, much less is known about such public attitudes in the developing world.
1 This discrepancy is likely driven by the paucity of relevant public opinion data. One could easily argue, however, that it is actually more important to study public opinion about government action to reduce inequality and poverty in middle-and low-income countries, because poverty and inequality are more prevalent there than in richer countries.
In this paper we assess the correlates of attitudes about state efforts to reduce inequality within and across 22 Latin American and Caribbean countries. Using data from the 2008 Americas Barometer, we analyze responses to a question asking respondents the extent to which they agree that "government should take strong action to reduce inequality between the rich and the poor." Studying public support for pro-poor policies in this context is important not only because of the more widespread prevalence of poverty and inequality in Latin America than in richer countries, but also because the Latin American setting provides an opportunity to examine the role of explanatory factors that are often relegated to the periphery in studies of the developed world. We build on existing theories that point to the explanatory importance of levels of inequality, crime, corruption, and economic security in order to understand attitudes about the role of the state in combating inequality.
At the heart of our theoretical framework is the idea that citizens perceive a connection between their physical and economic security on the one hand and inequality on the other. We argue that, to a much greater extent than in the developed world, people in the developing world see poverty and inequality as inextricably linked to their personal safety and financial survival. We will show that as perceptions of crime as a problem increase and as one's economic security declines, support for government action to reduce inequality increases. In addition, we will demonstrate that these effects are not constant across countries even within Latin America. As a country's wealth increases, physical and economic security decline in relevance when explaining attitudes toward the state's role in reducing inequality.
The remainder of the paper proceeds in three sections. First, we review existing studies that provide insight into attitudes about the state's role in redistributing resources and fighting inequality. We examine public opinion literature about attitudes toward welfare, redistribution, and economic inequality. We pay special attention to what existing studies say about the role of physical and economic security in attitude formation. In the second section, we describe our analytical strategy and the data we will be using, and we report the results of a multilevel analysis of attitudes about state intervention to reduce inequality, accounting for both individual-and country-level variations in these attitudes. In the final section, we discuss the implications of the results and connect the analysis explicitly to previous studies from both the developed and developing world.
Explaining Support for Policies that Reduce Inequality
This paper examines attitudes about the role of the state in reducing economic inequality. In this section we discuss the factors that we argue to be important in understanding these attitudes in the Latin American context. At the individual level, we highlight the potential significance of securityrelated factors that have received relatively little attention in the existing literature-crime and corruption. We also discuss four sets of factors that have received considerable attention in the literature: economic self-interest and assessments of economic conditions, ideological orientations, trust in government and assessments of government performance, and demographic factors. Finally, we discuss how country-level factors might influence levels of support for redistribution across countries as well as moderate the influence of certain individual-level factors. Throughout the section we develop specific hypotheses for each of the potential explanations and discuss how they will be incorporated into the analysis.
Crime
The first potential explanation that we consider for attitudes about the state's role in equalizing distributional outcomes is perceptions of crime, a factor that has received almost no attention in existing studies of attitudes toward redistribution. Our focus on crime is rooted in the notion that citizens see inequality and poverty as leading to increased crime. Because they perceive these social ills to be connected, individuals who perceive crime as a problem would also be more likely to support government action to combat inequality, which by extension should also lead to reductions in violations of the law, including property crime and violent crime.
The existing public opinion literature says little to nothing about whether citizens view inequality as an important cause of crime. However, there is ample evidence that citizens who see inequality as contributing to crime would be largely accurate in their assessments. In numerous studies covering nearly the entire globe, scholars have found a robust relationship between economic inequality and crime. Blau and Blau show that income inequality is a primary determinant of crime in American cities. In fact, they argue that in explaining crime rates economic inequality is more important than poverty, race, or cultural propensities toward violence.
2 Cross-national studies also find support for the thesis that inequality is positively associated with crime rates, particularly the violent crime that is most likely to shape public opinion. conclusions. Portes and Hoffman suggest that crime has escalated following the implementation of neoliberal reforms throughout the region because such policies lead to higher levels of inequality. They show that Latin American countries with higher levels of income inequality also have higher crime rates. 4 Numerous other studies examining the determinants of violent crime in Latin America concur that inequality is central to understanding the increasing crime problems confronting the region, with most agreeing that a widening gap between rich and poor is the most important predictor of increased violence.
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Economic inequality is even more important than poverty, suggesting that relative deprivation rather than abject need motivates escalations in criminal activity. 6 Simply stated, societies that are more unequal tend to suffer higher levels of crime. This literature linking economic inequality to crime suggests that citizens who perceive the two issues as interrelated are correct. This scholarship, therefore, provides a solid foundation for the idea that support for redistributive action to reduce inequality would increase when people view crime as a problem. Our first hypothesis, then, is:
H1: As an individual's perception of crime as a problem increases, his or her support for redistribution increases.
While there is good reason to believe that citizens should perceive linkages between crime and inequality, it is possible that this perceived link varies based on the broader economic context. In general, it seems more likely that citizens will see inequality as an underlying cause of crime when economic circumstances are generally not good and many people are living in poverty. When these conditions are present, crime essentially becomes a coping mechanism.
7 Crime under these circumstances is not the unreasonable behavior of a social deviant, but a natural reaction to substantial economic hardship. Crime becomes a survival strategy. On the other hand, when economic conditions are generally good, it is more likely that crime is framed as social deviance for which there is no excuse. In this circumstance, crime is viewed less as the result of societal problems and more as a problem with specific individuals. Take the context of the rich United States for example. Despite evidence that inequality and crime are connected, 8 discussions of crime as well as attitudes toward welfare programs are strongly tied to race and perceptions of individual responsibility. 9 The focus is on problems with individuals rather than systemic problems in society.
This discussion suggests that citizens of more prosperous countries might be less likely to connect crime to societal problems than are citizens of poorer countries. In rich countries where poverty affects a smaller segment of the population, it is much easier to focus on problems with individuals when thinking about societal ills like poverty and crime. In poor countries where inequality is high and poverty is widespread, it is more likely that crime is viewed as a legitimate coping mechanism. In essence, this suggests that the perceived linkage between societal problems such as inequality and crime is likely to be stronger in poorer countries. Given that our earlier hypothesis regarding the connection between perceptions of crime and support for redistribution relies on a perceived link between inequality and crime, this discussion suggests that the link theorized earlier in H1 is conditioned by the level of prosperity in a country. Specifically, we hypothesize: 
Corruption
Scholarship about the effects of corruption, which we define as the use of public resources for private gain, 10 on attitudes about government has typically argued that corruption undermines trust in government and weakens perceptions of government efficacy.
11 Where government corruption is prevalent, people may be more reluctant to have the state tackle pressing national problems like inequality because government is perceived as particularistic and perhaps incapable or uninterested in resolving societywide concerns through universal policies, such as efforts at redistribution. This scholarship suggests our third hypothesis:
As an individual's perception that corruption is a problem increases, his or her support for government efforts to combat inequality will decline.
However, recent literature seeking to explain variation in the level of corruption across countries suggests an alternative view concerning the relationship between corruption and inequality. This literature identifies economic inequality as a key factor that enables corruption to persist and spread.
12 Eric Uslaner argues that the relationship between corruption and inequality generates what he calls an "inequality trap." In this trap, economic inequalities are seen as creating an environment that encourages corrupt activity. Corruption, in turn, helps to reinforce economic inequality, creating a vicious cycle of sorts.
13 As with the argument outlined above related to crime, the empirical link between inequality and corruption suggests that people might be cognizant of this connection and might, therefore, favor efforts to fight inequality when they view corruption as a problem. In fact, there is some empirical evidence that people do believe there is a link between inequality and corruption. Looking at a variety of surveys conducted in several different countries, Uslaner shows that there is a widespread belief that economic inequality is part of the explanation for the existence of corruption.
14 These theories and evidence suggest a logic that parallels the discussion of crime above, motivating an alternative hypothesis:
H3a: As an individual's perception that corruption is a problem increases, his or her support for redistribution will also increase.
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Self-Interest and Economic Evaluations
Discussions of attitudes toward redistributive policies often begin with economic self-interest. Meltzer and Richard's classic model of the size of government has at its core a model of individual behavior that connects individual well-being to support for redistribution. 16 Simply stated, their model asserts that there is a negative correlation between income and support for increased taxes and redistributive spending. Those with higher incomes are expected to oppose redistributive programs because they do not gain from such programs. More recent models of redistribution that reach different conclusions about the determinants of social spending, nevertheless, share the underlying premise that the poor will be more supportive of such programs than the rich. 17 This idea is not controversial, and it explains why income and/or measures of economic class are almost uniformly incorporated into existing studies of attitudes about welfare and other redistributive programs. The results from existing studies are consistent in their support for the conclusion that higher income and class 14 Ibid. 15 In the analysis below, we also examine the direct effects of trust in government and evaluations of government efficacy. Controlling for these variables allows us to assess the effect of corruption net of perceptions of government performance. Economic evaluations are another factor closely associated with self-interest explanations of attitudes about redistribution. While income is an objective measure of one's well-being, subjective perceptions of the economy are also important in shaping attitudes. 19 Just as higher income individuals are less likely to support government redistribution, it is also likely that those with positive evaluations of the economy will be less supportive of government action to reduce inequality. The logic here is a simple extension of the discussion above related to income. Those who positively evaluate their economic situation and/or the conditions of the nation as a whole are likely to see little need for redistribution. However, if people believe that the economy is not performing well, then they are more likely to believe that state intervention is needed. 20 Our next hypothesis, then, is:
H5: Individuals with more positive evaluations of the economy will be less supportive of redistribution.
It is certainly important to account for individual-level variation in economic circumstances and evaluations of the economy when explaining attitudes about government's role in combating inequality. But it is also important to examine the broader economic context within which individuals reside. We expect country-level variation in economic conditions to matter in two ways. First, there is a substantial literature showing that the size of the welfare state generally grows as a country becomes more developed. 21 This may be driven to some extent by public preferences regarding the welfare state. In richer countries, it is "easier" to support redistribution simply because there are more resources to go around. When incomes are higher and poverty is lower, it may be more likely that the average person is willing to share, holding their personal income constant. This suggests the following hypothesis:
H6: Individuals in countries with higher levels of economic well-being will be more supportive of redistribution.
It is also quite possible that the level of economic well-being in the country in which one resides conditions the effects of economic evaluations. When poverty levels are relatively low and incomes are comparatively high, evaluations of the economy may be less important in determining attitudes toward redistribution. If the general level of prosperity is low in a country, those evaluating the economy negatively are more likely to see both their personal financial outlook and the country's circumstances as tied to overarching economic problems. But if the level of prosperity in a country is high, then it is easier to attribute economic difficulties to individual shortcomings. In the former context of national economic distress, a connection between negative economic evaluations and support for redistribution should be strong and positive, whereas this connection should be weaker in the latter context of general prosperity. Therefore, we hypothesize the following effect for economic evaluations, conditioned on the overall status of the national economy: 
Ideological Orientations
Self-interest and assessments of economic conditions are an important part of any discussion about attitudes toward redistribution. Much of politics, however, is about symbolism as much as substance. This is why existing studies seeking to explain welfare attitudes place considerable emphasis on ideological orientations, perhaps even more than they stress indicators of objective self-interest such as income, class, and economic assessments.
There The studies cited above contain a great deal of theoretical nuance regarding the specific effects of different values. The generalized finding is that those holding values associated with left ideologies are more supportive of the welfare state generally and redistribution specifically. In nearly every study cited above and many others, ideological self-identification is utilized as an explanation for welfare attitudes. The results are clear-those who self-identify on the left portion of the ideological scale are more supportive of redistribution. In this paper, in part due to limitations on data availability, we set aside some of the theoretical nuances associated with specific value 22 See Lawrence Bobo and James R. Kluegel orientations to focus on the general effect of ideology. In line with previous studies, our next major hypothesis is as follows:
H8: Support for redistribution is positively associated with left ideological self-placement.
Institutional Trust and Evaluation of Government Services
Our examination of the impact of citizens' trust in government on attitudes about redistribution is rooted in theories suggesting that the design of institutions shapes welfare state support. The basic argument coming from this school of thought is that when people trust the institutions of government they are more likely to ask government to do more, but the opposite will be true if people find their government to be inefficient or ineffective.
28 This leads to Hypothesis 9:
H9: Those who have higher levels of trust in government will be more supportive of a redistributive role for the state.
Existing evidence in support of this thesis is mixed at best. As Edlund points out, numerous studies attempting to link trust in government to general attitudes about the welfare state have failed to find such a connection.
29 Some support for this idea has been found, however, in studies of attitudes toward more specific programs. While the evidence that trust in government influences general attitudes about the role of government in society is limited, there is evidence that trust influences assessments of specific tax and welfare programs. 30 Given that our dependent variable asks respondents about fairly general attitudes toward the role of the state, previous research appears to be biased against the hypothesis specified above. Existing research has not dealt with this question in the context of the developing world, so this article will determine if this thesis might find support in Latin America, even though it has not found much backing in the analyses of attitudes in Europe and North America, which form the basis of all previous work in this vein.
Finally, we generally expect evaluations of existing government services to have an effect on one's support for redistribution. Generally speaking, we expect individuals who think government is effectively combating a variety of social problems to be more willing to support government intervention to reduce inequality. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H10: Those who favorably assess government will be more supportive of a redistributive role for the state.
Data and Analysis
To test these hypotheses we utilize data from the 2008 Americas Barometer.
31 This survey collected data on a variety of political attitudes and behavior based on national samples collected in face-to-face interviews with thousands of individuals across 22 Latin American countries.
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Interviews were conducted in the native language of the respondents. This is an extraordinarily useful dataset for our purposes because individual-level data are available for all of the theoretically relevant concepts discussed in the section above. Before presenting the analysis, we discuss the specific variables that are included in the analysis and connect them with the hypotheses developed in the previous section. 32 The countries included are Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, Colombia, Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia, Peru, Chile, Paraguay, Uruguay, Argentina, Brazil, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Jamaica, Guyana, and Belize.
Dependent Variable
Support for redistribution: The key dependent variable taps general attitudes toward the role of the state in redistribution. Respondents were asked "…to what extent do you agree or disagree . . . [that] the national government should implement strong policies to reduce inequality between the rich and the poor…?" Responses could range from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating strong disagreement and 7 indicating strong agreement. In this analysis, we utilize a rescaled version of this variable in which responses range from 0 to 100.
Independent Variables
Crime: We have hypothesized that citizens who view crime as a problem will be more inclined to support government interventions that combat inequality. We test this hypothesis by considering respondents' perceptions of crime and their experiences as victims of crime. The first explanatory variable places individuals on a 4-point scale tapping individual views of crime as a problem in their country. Respondents were asked, "…speaking of the country in general, how much do you think that the level of crime that we have now represents a threat to our future well-being?" Response options are very much (3), somewhat (2), little (1), or none (0). A closely related concept is actual experience with crime. To test the effect of crime victimization, we include a variable that indicates whether a respondent reported being the victim of a crime in the past 12 months. Those who were victims are coded 1 and those who were not are coded 0.
Corruption: Similarly, we expect that people who consider corruption to be a problem will be more likely to favor redistributive efforts by government. Again, we use both perceptions of and experiences with corruption to assess this hypothesis. To tap perceptions of corruption, we include an item that asked, "Taking into account your own experiences or what you have heard, corruption among public officials is very common, common, uncommon, or very uncommon?" The variable ranges from 0 to 3, with higher scores indicating more perceived corruption. We also include a variable indicating whether or not a respondent was a victim of corruption. This variable is based on a series of questions that ask whether a respondent was asked to pay a bribe in a variety of encounters with public officials ranging from interactions with police officers to municipal officials to state hospitals. This variable provides a count of the respondent's experiences with corruption. The variable ranges from 0 to 5.
Wealth: Given the hypothesis that individual economic well-being is significantly and negatively associated with support for government redistribution, it is important to include in the analysis a variable that taps this concept. However, measuring well-being is especially difficult in the developing world, and income-based questions are notoriously unreliable because of high non-response rates as well as under-or over-reporting.
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Measures based on asset-ownership tend to be better predictors of economic well-being. 34 Therefore, to measure well-being here, we include a variable based on the goods present in the respondent's household. Respondents are asked if their house has a television, refrigerator, conventional telephone, cell phone, vehicle, washing machine, microwave oven, motorcycle, indoor plumbing, indoor bathroom, or computer. Based on how many of these capital goods are present in the house, we create a wealth index, which is included as an independent variable. The index ranges from 0 to 10, with higher scores indicating the presence of more consumer goods.
Economic evaluations:
We also expect that those dissatisfied with their personal or collective economic situation will be more supportive of state interventions to reduce inequality. The first variable used to tap economic evaluations is focused on one's personal economic situation. Respondents were asked how they would describe their "overall economic situation," with response options very good, good, fair, bad, or very bad. The variable is coded on a scale from 0 to 4, with higher scores indicating more positive evaluations. A second variable related to economic evaluations examines the country as a whole. Respondents were asked how they would describe "the country's economic situation." Response options and coding are identical to the personal economic evaluation variable. card depicting a 1-10 scale where 1 is left and 10 is right and then asked, "Nowadays, when we speak of political leanings, we talk of those who sympathize more with the left and those who sympathize more with the right. According to the meaning that the terms 'left' and 'right' have for you, and thinking of your own political leanings, where would you place yourself on this scale?" This variable has been recoded to a scale from 0 to 9, with higher values indicating left self-placement.
Ideology
Trust in institutions:
The survey includes several items tapping trust in various government institutions, which are suitable for testing the hypothesis that trust in government is associated with more support for redistribution. The variable included in the analysis is based on a factor analysis of trust in the justice system, electoral commission, parliament, national government, national police, and the high court. All of these variables load strongly on a single factor. The resulting factor score spans the range from -2.61 to 3.45, with higher scores indicating greater trust in institutions.
Government performance:
We also include a series of variables tapping assessments of government performance in combating a variety of social problems. We include evaluations of government performance in fighting poverty, crime, corruption, and unemployment. Respondents were asked "to what extent the government fights [societal problem]." Responses could range from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating "not at all" and 7 indicating "a lot." In addition, we include a measure tapping approval of the current chief executive with an item that ranges from 0 to 4, with higher values indicating more positive assessments.
GDP per capita:
To tap the level of economic well-being of the country in which the respondent resides, we include a GDP per capita index. This variable is taken from the United National Development Program's 2007/2008 Development report. It is an index of GDP per capita in U.S. dollars adjusted for purchasing power. The variable can take on values from 0 to 1, with higher scores indicating higher GDP per capita.
Interactions with GDP per capita:
To determine whether the effects of economic evaluations and crime perceptions and victimization vary depending on the level of prosperity as hypothesized, we create a multiplicative interaction term of the individual-level crime variables and economic evaluations with the GDP per capita index.
Control Variables
In addition to the variables of primary theoretical interest, we also include a variety of control variables. These include age, education, gender, church attendance, and the actual redistributive impact of government. Age is measured simply by number of years since birth. Education is measured by years of formal education completed. Gender is coded 1 for female and 0 for male. Church attendance includes the following ordered categories: (0) never, (1) once or twice yearly, (2) once monthly, (3) once per week, and (4) more than once per week. Finally, we control for the redistributive impact of government because the extent to which government is already alleviating inequality through taxes and spending is likely to shape respondents' views about government efforts in this vein. The redistributive impact of government is measured by identifying the percentage by which inequality is reduced through redistributive taxes and programs. It is calculated by determining the percentage difference between the gross Gini coefficient, which measures inequality before government collects taxes or distributes transfers, and the net Gini coefficient, which measures post-tax, post-transfer inequality, as reported by Solt.
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Method
Given the hierarchical nature of the data, with information available at both the individual and country level, we make use of multilevel models. This class of models provides the ability to estimate appropriately the effects of both individual and contextual (country-level) variables in a dataset comprised of individuals nested within countries, such as the one used here.
When data are composed of nested levels, here individuals within countries, Steenbergen and Jones have clearly pointed out that ignoring the hierarchical nature of the data can lead to standard error estimates that are too small. 36 This creates the potential for making incorrect inferences about the statistical significance of explanatory factors. In order to substantively account for variation at both the individual and country level and to avoid incorrect statistical inferences, we estimate the following model for individual i in country j: This model seeks to explain attitudes about welfare held by individual i in country j. Most of the explanatory factors take on values for individuals, subscripted ij. Some explanatory factors only evidence crossnational variation, subscripted j. Cross-level interactions are also subscripted ij because they take on unique values for each individual. Note that there are separate errors for both individuals, ε ij , and countries, δ 0j . Also note that δX indicates that the slope coefficient for each individual-level parameter is allowed to vary across countries, with X a vector of individual-level coefficients and δa series of coefficients estimating cross-national variation in the slopes of the individual-level predictors. Essentially, this is a random intercepts and slopes model. This model is estimated using a restricted maximum likelihood estimator implemented with the xtmixed command in STATA 11.0.
Results and Discussion
The model estimates are presented in Table 1 . Beginning with the results related to crime, the effect of crime perceptions is strong and positive. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, as individuals see crime as more of a problem, they also become more supportive of government action to reduce inequality. This suggests that people see inequality and crime as linked and believe government should take action to reduce inequality not only for its own sake but also because reducing inequality has positive spillover effects in reducing crime. Perceptions appear to matter more than reality, however, since actual experiences as a crime victim in the past 12 months have no effect on attitudes toward redistribution. It is important to note that since crime threat is interacted with GDP per capita, the estimated effect of perceptions of crime is conditioned by the value of GDP per capita. The coefficient, 14.04, estimates the effect of perceived crime threat when GDP per capita is zero. This means that the strong positive effect only applies to individuals in very poor countries. The negative coefficient of -14.65 for the interaction between crime threat and GDP shows that when GDP moves from its theoretical minimum of zero to its maximum of one, the effect of perceptions of crime on attitudes toward redistribution declines. To further explore the nature of the interaction between crime perceptions and GDP per capita, we chart this conditional effect in Figure 1 . This chart shows that for the actual values of GDP observed in the countries analyzed here, the effect of crime threat is positive for everyone except individuals in the richest Latin American countries. In fact, the effect of crime threat only becomes insignificant when the GDP index is higher than 0.8, and the only country in the data that has a score higher than this threshold is Argentina. These results suggest that perceptions of crime are important for understanding inequality attitudes across all but the richest countries in Latin America. The clear downward slope of the effect of crime threat, however, is consistent with Hypothesis 2, which suggests that the influence of crime perceptions will decline as overall prosperity increases.
The estimated effects for perceptions of corruption and corruption victimization provide evidence related to Hypotheses 3 and 3a regarding the link between corruption and attitudes toward reducing inequality. The results for perceptions of corruption support the alternative hypothesis, which is based on recent theoretical innovations, because perceived corruption increases demand for government efforts at redistribution. We do not find evidence to support the more conventional viewpoint, which argues that citizens are less likely to seek increased intervention or involvement of any sort from a government that is perceived as corrupt. Rather, the findings suggest that corruption and inequality are seen as linked in the mind of the public. People who see corruption as a problem are more likely to support state action to reduce inequality. This result portrays a public that forms attitudes in a manner consistent with the existence of an inequality trap that makes it difficult to fight corruption. 37 As with the results for crime, perceptions matter, while direct experiences with corruption in the past 12 months do not. This may once again indicate that in attitude formation, perceptions are more important than reality, but it might also simply suggest that experiences with corruption (and with crime) are more difficult to 37 Uslaner, Corruption, Inequality, and the Rule of Law. measure than perceptions of these problems because some people may be unwilling to report victimization experiences. Also people who were victims of corruption more than a year ago may continue to have their attitudes shaped by this previous experience, which would not be captured in the survey item inquiring about corruption victimization. This time lag would undermine the likelihood of finding a significant relationship.
The next group of estimates deals with the effect of personal and societal economic conditions and individual perceptions of economic conditions. Consistent with expectations, those with higher levels of personal well-being (measured by the presence of capital goods in their home) are less likely to support redistribution. Those at the top stand to lose from such redistribution and those at the bottom stand to gain, so such a result is neither unanticipated nor surprising. With regard to economic evaluations, we see that sociotropic, rather than pocketbook, evaluations are associated with attitudes toward redistribution. Individuals who think the economy is doing worse are more likely to support state intervention to reduce inequality. This is consistent with the idea that individuals are more willing to support government intervention in the economy when they perceive that things are not going well and more people are in need of help. The interaction term of sociotropic evaluations and GDP shows that economic evaluations become less relevant as overall levels of prosperity increase. This is charted in Figure 2 . These results are consistent with Hypotheses 5 and 7. We also hypothesized that the level of support for redistribution in a country would increase as the level of prosperity increases. While the estimated coefficient for GDP per capita is large and positive, this hypothesis is not supported due to the fact that the effect is statistically insignificant.
The coefficient for ideological self-placement shows no support for the hypothesis that left ideology is associated with more support for redistribution. This simply indicates that controlling for the other explanations included in this model renders ideology unimportant in explaining distributional attitudes. There is mixed support, however, for the hypothesis that institutional trust and evaluation of government services increase support for redistribution. We find that trust in government institutions increases support for redistribution. A one standard deviation increase in the trust factor score increases support for redistribution by 1.43 points. This is a moderate substantive effect, given that the dependent variable is measured on a 100-point scale, but the result is consistent with the theoretical prediction. The only two government performance measures that have an effect on attitudes toward reducing inequality relate to crime and unemployment. People who feel that government is effectively fighting crime are more likely to support efforts at reducing inequality. This is consistent with the general expectation that those who positively evaluate government performance are more likely to support additional government action and with our specific theoretical expectations concerning the interplay between inequality and crime. However, this expectation concerning the relationship between government evaluations and support for government action is not supported by the estimated effect of evaluations of government performance in fighting unemployment. This result appears to be more consistent with a thermostatic view of public opinion.
38 Under this view, as government does more in a particular area of policy, citizens generally react by asking for less. Since fighting unemployment is in the same specific policy domain as fighting inequality, it appears that people who think government is already doing a lot to fight economic ills are less likely to support those efforts. Finally, we also see no support for the idea that citizens who approve of the chief executive are more supportive of efforts to reduce inequality.
Overall, we find evidence for most of the hypothesized relationships discussed above. To this point, however, we have limited the discussion to the existence of an association between explanatory variables and support for redistribution. In Figure 3 , we show the effect of a shift from one standard deviation below to one standard deviation above the mean for each statistically significant explanatory variable. This provides the ability to focus on the substantive effect of each variable as well as make comparisons regarding the size of each variable's impact. In this chart, we have arrayed the variables based on the size of their effect. The variables with the largest substantive effect are at the top of the chart. For the variables that were interacted with the GDP per capita index, we calculate their effects under the condition that GDP per capita is at its mean. The chart shows that perceptions of crime are by far the most powerful predictor of attitudes toward redistribution. A 2 standard deviation shift in crime perceptions produces more than a 6.5 point shift in the dependent variable. The next most important explanatory variable is trust in institutions, but the impact of this variable is only 53 percent as strong as perceptions of crime. Sociotropic evaluations have an effect slightly less than half that of crime perceptions. Most of the other independent variables have similar small substantive impacts on attitudes toward redistribution.
These results clearly point to the conclusion that attitudes about redistribution are associated with perceptions of crime in important ways. Previous studies of the developed world have paid little attention to the role of crime in shaping views of welfare and related programs. In the developing world, however, perceptions of crime are more strongly correlated with attitudes toward redistribution than many other variables that are more typically included in models of these attitudes based on data from the developed world. Perceptions of crime are more important than trust in government, economic evaluations and conditions, and even ideology. This is strong evidence that how people view the security situation in their society is a strong predictor of what they think government should do about inequality.
Conclusion
In this study of 22 Latin American and Caribbean countries, we have found that a variety of explanatory factors are associated with individual attitudes about redistribution, including perceptions of crime and corruption, economic evaluations, trust in institutions, and evaluations of government. Most of these factors have been explored to some extent in previous studies of attitudes toward redistribution, though not in the context of Latin America. One conclusion from the analysis is that many of the factors that have been identified as significant in studies of attitudes about inequality in the developed world are relevant in Latin America as well. Specifically, in line with some recent theoretical innovations 39 concerning the connections between corruption and inequality, we find that Latin Americans see these 39 Uslaner, Corruption, Inequality, and the Rule of Law. two problems as intertwined. Where corruption is perceived to be a problem, people are more likely to support government efforts to foment redistribution, thereby combating the twin problems of inequality and corruption. This finding does not corroborate more conventional views of the relationship between corruption and demand for government activity, which suggest that corruption creates perceptions of a state that lacks efficacy, thus citizens living under corrupt governments are less likely to seek public policy interventions such as redistribution.
We also show that the correlates of support for redistribution are at least somewhat different in the context of the developing world than in the developed world. Most important, we have shown that perceptions of crime are strongly associated with support for redistribution. This is a factor that has not been examined in other studies of attitudes about redistribution. Our results suggest that in poorer countries, crime perceptions are an important correlate of support for redistribution. In richer countries, however, crime perceptions are not correlated with attitudes toward redistribution. This suggests, then, that crime perceptions may not be central to understanding welfare attitudes in wealthy countries, but they are essential to understanding these attitudes in the developing world.
In addition, our results have important policy implications for those who are concerned with fighting poverty and inequality in the developing world. It is not uncommon for governments to view fighting crime as disconnected from or perhaps even in competition with efforts to combat poverty and inequality. Governments are often ideologically predisposed toward emphasizing crime or inequality, rarely both. In the eyes of the public, however, these two goals of fighting crime and inequality appear to be tightly linked. Not only do those who perceive crime to be a problem more strongly support a state role in reducing inequality, but those who believe government is effectively increasing their security by combating crime are likewise more supportive of redistribution.
This suggests that policymakers who are concerned about reducing inequality in the developing world should also press for effective government policies to increase security. Pursuing anticrime policies should encourage public preferences for additional efforts at reducing inequality as well. Of course, policymakers face budgetary choices, and resources are not unlimited. But it would be a mistake to see anticrime and anti-inequality policies as part of a trade-off. In terms of electoral strategy and in terms of building long-term support for redistributional efforts, the wise path is to view anticrime and redistributive policies as complementary.
